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Vaterga zo Indictments of 3 /l/74 ® 3/6/74 

Dear Jim, Last night's reading of Joe Kraft ' 3 column wan as much of a shock as watching 
his messianic appearance a3 he said the same thing in fcw^r words on 2JBC the day before. 

And I could not but help ask myself tor could anyone really know what he said? 

And yhnt is* more troubling 1 :, how co:tld anyone an bright and as well-informed not know 
that lie does not know enou'^h to offer an opinion either way. 

So, why did h; doit and then repeat it, reselling the largest audience in the country 
and a 1 inm in congress, wliic.ii lias never stop ed copying out and covering up? 

To one who icnows much of tlie fact, there are two touchstones in the indictment: what 
is in inadequately and what io not in at all. Both hit directly at Nixon, In this case 
both are out. 

Thin is a simplification but I thkdc it makes the point. 

The charge relating to 3/21/73 on covering up i3 the weakest of those kinds of 
alle.gations that could bo included, in part because it was so lute, so long after tlie 
convictions, whoa "cowering up" is harder to comprehend and more difficult to explain to 
a jury or to make stick on ap »aU (Appeal with Nixon controlling the Supreme Court lias 
yet to be mentioned by anyone, anti until after the lar.t ap.^eal nobody goes to juil.) 

But even with this count, tlwi kicker is not in the indictment. Tliat is the day lord's 
letter reached tfirica, which gives all developments of that day s ocial cignif icance , 
particularly getting together to figure what to do about Watergate, 

What is not in entirely had to be in this indictment and had to be known in any 
investigation because it is public domain, one of the reasons for ioy not spelling it out 
entirely in my dealings with indsay/ News we e k • What happened 6/20/72 nnd why 1 00, ■> of all 
tapes of all kinds have disappeared. 

So, to one who uiaw 3 the fact there has to be the moat serious doubt, from these two 
illustrations alone. To one who reads the indictment with care, even not a lawyer, there 
has to bo m or*j trouble because so many of thi allegations ore so ahrd to get convictions 
on based on wliat ia in tlie indictments, x hi3, of course, ne- d not bo all but from tlie 
exact language of the indictments it is a fair presumption that, as I think 1 indicated in 
my notes on a mere reading, with one nan's word against another's arid the real problem of 
meeting tho reasonable-doubt standard being key problems in the perjury chnrgea and having 
that stick ia by no moons certain. 

The whol * tone of the Kraft piece ia that this in tho living nd an wo can forget 
about Nixon find lenoa all the rest to normal processes. Impcuchm nt ir? a normal process? 

There is any reason today to boliev- that the toiae has the do termination , even tho will? 

Or that 2/3 of tho i>onatu will mrree? Or even that th< whoir? tiling can l*o over, onu wa y or 
tho other, before tlie end of his tern? 

The coincidence of the kraft ap\>enrances and comments and tho indictments ana their 
unexposed weaknesses i 3 a bit too much. When this is combined with ids not atypical posturing 
as the one one with true knowledge, the SuperLippmanuz nnd what can'f be attributed to 
thi 3 alone, is too much too much. He can't help but kntv that he can t know. 60 , a a I hint 
in the letter to liin, somebody told hin. In this ca:e I think out l&fl up to it. And I believe 
it was that old shrewdie Jaworski, ttere I rofer to my earlier corn- onto on his covering up 
in tliis ca 3 « requiring greater sophistication than he displayed an tho Texas Court of Inquiry 
and tluit with his staff and the problems lie inherite.l vdth it woyld require tliat he save 
himself for tlie crunch. 

For evaluation X note something for which I did not have time when it was in the headlines, 
the indictment of Jake Jacobson and what was and is so unusual about it. Ha is a democrat, said 
to best an LBJ uan (a Vonuolly man would be b-tter) and definitely part of another sv-ries of 
indiatm<mts whose coming lias been adequately forecast. Question* why was it necessary to 
indict hin separately? Why not include him in that scries? x f I can t say thi 3 i 3 the only 
answ .r, J- do say that one is a public-rolationn need, to convince tfle press tliat Jaworski is 
diapas.doiuito and diligent. Why also indict a fellow Texas "eoocrat in a prosecution that is 
essentially of a Republican adsdnis tr?\ ti on? 

Of course, th White House's indiscriminate attacks against one and all could make 
anyone look good and like its eneny to the death. .. #J4 nd . n CIA, where Jaworcxi hue a pant, the 
jhesx intelligent reading of vliafc vras published sa yj thorn is a CIa cover-up. 


